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New Mexico, and he will be remem-
bered warmly in our State for his hu-
manity and for his great service.

f 

RURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
POLICY 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my views toward Fed-
eral implementation of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act and my support 
for a strong national rural tele-
communications policy. 

One of the most important respon-
sibilities of a United States Senator is 
to exercise appropriate oversight of 
Federal regulatory agencies to ensure 
sound policy and the wisest use of tax-
payers dollars. Toward this end, I have 
carefully monitored the Federal Com-
munications Commission’s implemen-
tation of the 1996 Telecommunications 
Act in an attempt to ensure that this 
agency follows the intent of Congress 
in developing a strong national rural 
telecommunications policy. 

I am proud to have supported the his-
toric 1996 Telecommunications Act 
which deregulated the telecommuni-
cations industry for the first time in 62 
years. I believe this Act has begun to 
reach its promise of a competitive mar-
ketplace, lower prices, and greater con-
sumer choice in services for every 
American. Since its passage, the tele-
communications industry has grown 
dramatically, creating 230,000 more 
jobs nationwide, generating an addi-
tional $57 billion in revenues, and fos-
tering an environment in which bil-
lions of dollars has been invested in 
telecommunications infrastructure. 
Despite this promising news, I am very 
concerned that the FCC’s implementa-
tion of the Act has stifled the expan-
sion of some of these benefits into 
rural parts of Minnesota. 

As a former small businessman, I 
often hear about the regulatory bur-
dens experienced by my state’s entre-
preneurs and businesses. As someone 
who spent 23 years in the broadcasting 
industry, I also understand their frus-
tration with the far-reaching regu-
latory authority of the Federal Com-
munications Commission. It has be-
come very clear to me that the admin-
istrative and regulatory burdens im-
posed upon small telecommunications 
providers reflect the Commission’s ne-
glect for the unique needs of rural tele-
communications companies and their 
need for fairer regulatory treatment. 

The concerns of rural telecommuni-
cations companies are underscored in a 
letter sent to me by Farmers Mutual 
Telephone Company General Manager 
Robert Hoffman, who wrote, ‘‘My con-
cern with the FCC is all the additional 
filings and requirements they are plac-
ing on small telephone companies. A 
couple of years ago we didn’t have any 
filings with the FCC. Now we have 
about ten annual filings which are con-
fusing and labor intensive, and thus ex-

pensive for companies of our size. The 
FCC has no sympathy for small rural 
telecommunications companies.’’ 

As my colleagues know, this de-regu-
latory law has been the subject of liti-
gation from the moment it was enacted 
due to what many perceive to be the 
FCC’s over-regulatory approach to its 
implementation. Far too often, the 
Commission’s rules have gone beyond 
Congressional intent. In particular, I 
am disappointed by the Commission’s 
implementation of sections of the Act 
which are intended to preserve uni-
versal service assistance and the de-
ployment of advanced telecommuni-
cations services. I am sure that my col-
leagues would agree that universal 
service assistance is the cornerstone of 
an effective rural telecommunications 
policy. 

In implementing the 1996 Act, the 
Commission has thus far failed to ad-
here to the important universal service 
principles established by Congress 
under this law. The Act specifically re-
quired the joint board on universal 
service and the FCC to base their uni-
versal service policies upon the fol-
lowing principles: the ability of quality 
services to be provided at just, reason-
able and affordable rates; that all re-
gions of the country should have access 
to advanced telecommunications serv-
ices; that telecommunications services 
should be comparable to services in 
urban areas; and that universal service 
should be supported by specific and 
predictable funding mechanisms. Con-
gress should clearly do more to hold 
the Commission’s feet to the fire to en-
sure that there is proper implementa-
tion of universal service support. 

I have worked hard in Congress to en-
sure that the decades-long policy of 
universal service is preserved and ad-
vanced and that there are adequate 
revenues to maintain rural networks. 
Earlier this Congress, I wrote to FCC 
Chairman Kennard to express my oppo-
sition to any proposal which would 
transfer authority over the Universal 
Service Fund to the Department of 
Treasury. I believe that such an ap-
proach would undermine universal 
service policy and could have an ad-
verse impact upon small telephone car-
riers and the communities they serve. 
More importantly, this plan would 
place the Universal Service Fund at 
great risk of manipulation by the fed-
eral government and the excessive 
spending habits of Members of Con-
gress. I am pleased that the Adminis-
tration has finally agreed that is not 
‘‘public money’’ and has withdrawn 
this ill-advised plan. 

I also believe that the Rural Utilities 
Service telephone loan program is vital 
to the development of a strong rural 
telecommunications infrastructure, 
and an essential component of our na-
tional commitment to universal serv-
ice. I have repeatedly written the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee to urge 

funding for the Rural Utilities Service 
telephone loan program. I firmly be-
lieve that RUS telephone loans have 
helped to improve telephone service in 
rural and high cost areas. Through 
RUS financing, telephone borrowers 
have made significant improvements to 
telecommunications services through-
out rural Minnesota. 

My oversight of the FCC has also in-
cluded efforts to make it easier for 
rural telecommunications carriers to 
meet the requirements of the Commu-
nications Assistance for Law Enforce-
ment Act, or CALEA. In meeting with 
small telephone carriers from Min-
nesota earlier this year, I learned 
about the difficulty many carriers face 
in meeting the June 30, 2000 CALEA 
compliance date. I agree that the FCC 
should grant a blanket extension of the 
compliance date so that rural carriers 
will not face a $10,000 penalty for each 
day that they were not in compliance 
with CALEA. 

For these reasons, I was pleased to 
join this past April with twenty-five of 
my Senate colleagues in a writing the 
Commission to urge that it extend the 
June 30, 2000 CALEA compliance date 
for software upgrades by small carriers 
by one year. I regret that the Commis-
sion has a different interpretation of 
the needs of rural carriers in meeting 
this compliance date. I expect that the 
Commission’s new process by which in-
dividual carriers could petition for and 
receive extensions to comply with 
CALEA has been time consuming and 
burdensome for small telephone car-
riers. I would be supportive of legisla-
tive action to address problems with 
CALEA compliance. 

During this Congress, I have also 
worked with the Minnesota Associa-
tion for Rural Telecommunications and 
the Minnesota Telephone Association 
to encourage local phone competition 
in Minnesota by urging the Commis-
sion to address the petition filed by the 
State of Minnesota in 1997 on whether 
its ‘‘Connecting Minnesota’’ proposal 
between the state and a private com-
pany was consistent with the rights-of-
way criteria established through Sec-
tion 253 of the Act. Not surprisingly, it 
took the Commission nearly two years 
to analyze and rule upon the State of 
Minnesota petition. Rural consumers 
may witness additional entrants into 
local television markets following the 
Federal Communications Commission’s 
decision to deny the petition. 

Bringing technology to rural areas 
has always been a top priority for me. 
As a member of the Congressional 
Internet Caucus, I have supported poli-
cies to address the growing concern in 
Minnesota about the ‘‘digital divide’’ 
and access to the Internet. High-speed 
Internet access is a key to improved 
economic development in rural com-
munities and important to Minnesota’s 
farmers, schools, small businesses, and 
hospitals. For these reasons, I strongly 
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disagree with the Commission’s inter-
pretation of section 706 of the Act 
which requires the agency to encourage 
the deployment of high-speed Internet 
access and other advanced communica-
tions services to rural Minnesota. In 
my view, inaction by the FCC in re-
moving barriers to the deployment of 
advanced telecommunications services 
can be overcome through the enact-
ment of incremental proposals that 
complement marketplace solutions. 

More specifically, I am proud to be a 
cosponsor of the ‘‘Universal Service 
Support Act’’ introduced by Senator 
CONRAD BURNS and endorsed by the Na-
tional Telephone Cooperative Associa-
tion. This legislation will lift the regu-
latory caps imposed upon the Universal 
Service Fund that limit the amount of 
support that can be directed to rural 
telephone companies that serve high-
cost areas of our state. These regu-
latory caps are inconsistent with the 
de-regulatory framework established 
by the 1996 Act and an unnecessary bar-
rier to allowing further the further de-
ployment of advanced telecommuni-
cations services in rural communities. 

I believe that we can also prevent 
rural communities from becoming 
technology ‘‘have nots’’ through repeal 
of the federal telephone excise tax. The 
3 percent telephone excise tax was first 
established to fund the Spanish-Amer-
ican War of 1898 but has since become 
an obstacle to community investment 
in technology. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of legislation to repeal this 
‘‘Tax on Talking’’ and save taxpayers 
billions annually. 

There is no single solution to closing 
the digital divide and I also support S. 
2572, the ‘‘Facilitating Access to 
Speedy Transmission for Networks, E-
commerce and Telecommunications 
Act,’’ also known as the ‘‘FASTNET 
Act.’’ This legislation will relieve mid-
size telephone companies of excessive 
reporting requirements that are a bar-
rier to additional company investment 
in Internet services that would serve 
rural communities. This legislation 
was passed unanimously by the House 
of Representatives and I hope that it 
will be considered by the Senate soon. 
Congress should also consider proposals 
that will authorize the Rural Utilities 
Service to provide low-interest loans to 
companies that are deploying 
broadband technology, as well as legis-
lation that will analyze the feasibility 
of allowing low power television sta-
tions to provide data services to rural 
areas. 

As we embark on the 21st Century, it 
is vital that Minnesota’s high-tech 
businesses serving rural areas are not 
left behind in our new e-commerce 
economy. During this session of Con-
gress, I was an early and strong sup-
porter of the enactment of ‘‘E-SIGN,’’ 
electronic signature legislation that 
will facilitate the growth of electronic 
commerce into rural Minnesota. This 

new law grants legal effect to elec-
tronic online electronic signatures that 
will enhance the ability of rural com-
panies to complete business trans-
actions and compete in our emerging 
digital economy. Rather than spend 
precious time and resources com-
pleting paper transactions, the E-SIGN 
Act will also allow consumers to pay 
bills, trade securities, and shop online 
for a home mortgage and complete the 
deal by striking a few keys on their 
computer. 

Finally, I am proud to have worked 
with my colleagues on the Senate 
Banking Committee to pass the 
‘‘Launching Our Communities Access 
to Local Television Act of 2000.’’ The 
LOCAL TV Act would establish a $1.25 
billion loan guarantee program to fa-
cilitate access to local television pro-
gramming in rural Minnesota commu-
nities. I am very pleased that the Sen-
ate unanimously passed my amend-
ment that will ensure that the Na-
tional Cooperative Finance Coopera-
tion is considered an eligible lender 
under the proposed loan guarantee pro-
gram. The CFC is among several pri-
vate sector lenders which have sub-
stantial experience providing multi-
million loans in a cooperative environ-
ment and which have a track record of 
projects of this size in rural areas. I am 
confident that this legislation will be 
signed into law later this month. 

I am proud to have worked with con-
sumers and Minnesota’s rural tele-
communications companies on these 
issues and other initiatives that will 
help our state and country to develop a 
strong rural telecommunications pol-
icy. 

f 

THE YUGOSLAVIAN ELECTIONS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, ten 

years ago this October, a wall came 
down in Eastern Europe which marked 
a renaissance for democracy in that re-
gion of the world. I believe we all re-
member the dramatic pictures from 
Berlin, with crowds in celebration, and 
Beethoven’s ‘‘Ode to Joy’’ booming in 
the background. On the 10th Anniver-
sary of that celebration, I believe we 
have seen that promise of democracy 
spread to one of the last tyrannies in 
Europe. Last Thursday, we bore wit-
ness to similarly dramatic images of 
the Serbian people united in the cause 
of freedom. 

Earlier in the week, I think we all re-
alized something dramatic had hap-
pened in Serbia. I joined with my 
friend and colleague, the junior Sen-
ator from Ohio to introduce a resolu-
tion commending the People of Yugo-
slavia for the brave step they took in 
their elections. It showed the kind of 
courage that a people must dem-
onstrate if they are truly determined 
to establish the rule of law and the rule 
of the people. 

We woke up to the wonderful news 
that the whole world acknowledges the 

new Yugoslav President, Vojislav 
Kostunica. As in the Phillipines, Indo-
nesia, Romania and even our nation, 
the will of an aroused people, deter-
mined to secure their freedom, proved 
irresistible. We will not soon forget the 
sight of ordinary men and women 
storming the Yugoslav parliament—the 
people’s house—to restore that symbol 
of democracy to its rightful owners. 

While we congratulate and appreciate 
these dramatic developments in Serbia, 
it is important to reflect a little on our 
own democracy. This Presidential elec-
tion marks the 54th time in our na-
tion’s history that executive power will 
change hands peacefully, and according 
to the will of the people. In many re-
spects, the amazing success of our in-
dustry, our science and even our mili-
tary might all rests on this simple fact. 
Without a foundation of freedom, 
Americans could never have achieved 
the boundless success we have known. 
We owe a great debt to men and women 
who founded our nation for their fore-
sight and their sacrifice. 

The Balkans are a land of tragic his-
tory. It provided the spark for the 
First World War, and has been in tur-
moil ever since. I am reminded that on 
the eve of the start of World War I, the 
British Foreign Minister looked out his 
window upon a worker putting out the 
street lights, and remarked: 

The lamps are going out all over Europe; 
we shall not see them lit again in our life-
time. 

For the first time in a very long 
time, the lamps of European freedom 
are lit across the entire continent. It is 
a vindication of the sacrifice of two 
generations of Americans who risked 
their lives in war. It is a vindication of 
this nation’s principles, and most of 
all, it is a vindication of the aspira-
tions of the Yugoslavian people. I hope 
that this body, when we return next 
year, will act quickly and generously 
to welcome Serbia back to the commu-
nity of nations. I also hope that we will 
take all necessary steps to secure a 
lasting peace in the Balkans. I believe 
it is important that we place a par-
ticular focus on the children of this re-
gion. Like so many other conflicts, the 
wounds of the Balkans will take time 
to heal. Our best hope for that healing 
comes from the children. I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues so 
that our best hopes might be realized.

f 

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY’S PO-
SITION ON THE PAIN RELIEF 
PROMOTION ACT 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, on Octo-
ber 4, 2000, I did not correctly state the 
American Cancer Society’s position on 
S. 1272, when I stated that they ‘‘. . . 
strongly opposed . . . the Pain Relief 
Promotion Act.’’ Their actual position, 
taken directly from their recent state-
ment on the legislation, is as follows:
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